. ) Approved Fd?‘lkelease : CIA-RDP62-00647A000%00120046-9 * { 7ﬂ
” ) ‘J3
e e

february t0th 1959 COCOM Document No. 3416,00/2

, L;— (gixuhab*““’éz
COCRDINATING COMIITTEE -

RECORD OF DISCUSSION

&

THE RUVISTION OF THE STRATEGIC EXPORT CONTROLS:

OUTSTANDING IATTERS CONCERNING

CATEGORY 601-699 ~ MLTALS, uINLRALS AND TIEIR WANUFACTURES .

ITEMS: 1635, 1648 (and 1720), 1661.

2%th and 30th January, 1959,

Present: Belgium(Luzembourg), Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy,
Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States,

References: COCOM Documents 3016.00/4, 3016.35/1 and 2, 3016.61/1 and 2;
3416.00/1, 3416.48/1; COCON Sub-C(58) 6 and 8; Mctals and Alloys
Working Paper 29,

1. The CHLIRLAN appeelced to Delcgeations to explore all possibilities
of rcaching specdy agreement on Itons 1635 and 1648, sincc it appeared that,

in the present state of affairs, there was a lack of uniformity in the controls
now being applied by Governments; this meant that one of the basic rules of

the Committce was being broken.

24 The FRENCH Delcgate referred to the Prescnce, in both the Belgian
and French Delegations, of technical cxperts in mattors concerning cobalt
compouncs. He proposcd thercfore that Item 1648(d) should be discussed
forthwith, on the basis of the Belgien lemorandum, COCOLM Documcnt 5516.48/1.
This procedure was adopted. f

Cobalt and Cobsalt Compounds: Itoms 1648 and 1720

3. The BELGL.N Delegate, after haeving thanked the Committee for
suspending this debate until it wes rossible for his country to be represented,
explained thet, owing to administrative readjustments, some degrce of mis-
understanding of the Committec's cerlicr cgreements had crisen in Belgium and
had nccessitated longthy consultations, not only between Government officials,
but also with industrial circles; this wes why his authorities had been
obliged to request more time. Now, however, his Government's position could
be stated.

4., When cobalt metal was being discussed, they had been pleced in
something of a prcdicament. 4s the Committec were awarc, the Belgian

Congo and Belgian industry had an importent share in the Frce World's
production of cobalt. In recent times, however, consumption had

decressed to a merked degrec. In consequencc, stocks had bcen accumulating
considerably. Therc had therofore been two opposing schools of thought as

to thc embargo. Eventually, os the Committee knew, the Delegation had received
instructions to advocate the retontion of cobalt metal under embargo by virtue
of the applicability of criterion (c) - the penury which had proeviously obtai-
ned in Eastorn countrics. It was not the Delegation's intention to reopen the
discussion on cobalt metal: &1l thot they wished to do was to )

point out the difficulties they had hed to contend with in

bl
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reaching a final decision in that connexion. After the Committee's summor
recess, when 1t had been decided to discuss cobald alloys and compounds,
similar difforences of opinion had manifcsted themsclves once more., Tho
Bolgian point of view was that if, in the present strategic conjuncture,
it was considercd necessary to keep all cobalt orcs and concentrates under
embargo, thon all cobalt serap should also bo maintained under embargo,

as its rOlc was cqually important. There scemed to bo some lack of logic
in certoin of the Committee's decisicns., 4 liberalisation had beecn agroed
for non-forrcus metals: nickel could now be exported within cortain
guantitative limits., Tho argument in this caso had becn that it was
preferablo to supply nickel tc the Bloe (if accompanied by certain pre-
cautions, including the setting of a quantitative 1limit) rather than to
encourage thoe Bloe to ereate its own industry. This argunent applied

also in the casc of ccbalt. The Belglon afithoritices did not fully grasp
the Committoe's reasons for opposing the liberalisation of cobalt compounds
if a fairly wide liberalisation were agreed in the case of cobalt alloys.
There was no objection on the part ot the Belgian Delegation where alloys
were concerned - but they did feel that, if the strategic position were
examined carefully, it would be scon that a similar liberalisation should
be applicd to compounds. This becamc all the more reasonable if it worc
bornc in mind that compounds were used prinecipally, if not wholly, for
civilian purposcs. It had been argued that it was possible, by treating
compounds, to cxtract cobalf metal, but that was also true for certain
alloys.

5. The Belgian technical cxpert pointed out that, since there appearcd
to be a trend towards frecing certain alloys, it scemed illogical to main-
tain thc cmbargo on cobalt oxides and salts. The salts principally con-
cerncd wore sulphatos (21%), acctates (24%), hydrates (27%), carbonates
(49%), nitratos (20%) and chlorides (24%). 4s to oxides, theso were sub-
divided into black oxides cnd grey oxides, with a cobalt content of betmeen 70%
and 76%. The freeimg of cortain alloys (to which the Belgian authoritics
did not object in prineiple) would, then, inevitably raise the parallel
problem of frecing oxides and salts, which could not be said to be more
stratogic. Morcover, a strict and protracted embargo on finished products
would cntail the risk of the development by the Sino-Sovict Bloc of
roplacomont industrics of their own, and cven of refineries. This would
involve @ greater dangor for tho West than the export of finished
products, because, once such industries were in existence, they would

be kept in operation at any cost - whereas, if the participating countries
exported finished products only, they could cut off supplics at once in
the evont of a threat of hostilitics. Furbhermore, it would be in the
economic intcrests of the West to supply finished produsts rather than

raw materials, as this would relicve labour problems. The cxpert pointed
out that a2 misunderstanding had arisen becausc of the dofinitions proposed
in order to distinguish between the s:lts that would be covered and thoso
which would be freed: one Delegation had proposed a referonce to compounds
"in thoir hydratcd form" and another had suggosted "in their anhydrous
form". The expert suggested that thero should be a clear and simple
definition naming individually all the salts which would be frecd for
oxport, Ho thought that it would not be difficult for Delegations

wishing to have certain salts freed to refer to them by name, so as to
aveid ambiguity. Exportable cobalt salts should be defined according

to current commercial practice, e.g.: "cobalt sulphate 21% co", Customs
authoritics would thus be able to carry out a check by means of a simple
analysis; they could not work on the basis of a qualification such as
Ymhydrous" because they were not equipped to carry out complicated
calculations,

6. The Belgian Delegatc, in response to a query from the. Chair, said
that his Dologation could accept the proposed cut-off for compounds pro-
vicdod that it were exprossed in a manncr which would cnable customs
officers to oxert a simplo control.
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Te The UNITED STATES Delegate stated that he had already informed the

Belgian Delegation informally of United States views on their Memorandum (cocor
Document 3416.48/1). The four types of compounds which the Belgian Delegate he
earlier said would not be embargoed according to their understanding of the
agreement reached (sulphates, acetatcs, nitrates and chlorides) had been con-
sidered by the United States Delegation to have boen embargocd when the
Committee had adopted the French formula, as amended by the United Kingdonm
(COCOU Document No. 3016.00/4, page 5 of 4ppendix). In addition, it was the
United Stategs Delegation's view that what wag really important in this matter
was the type of compound that was controlled; in thcir opinion, the Fronch
Delegation's toxt sg modified at the suggostion of the United Kingdom Delcga-
tion covered the principal cobalt compounds whose cobalt content was substan-
tial, thcrefore werrenting cabargo, end frec thosc with e lesser cobalt content
He had handed to the Bolgian Delegation and to some others a list from Washing-
ton of the principal compounds which would be covered and which would be

freed. (See puragraph 12 below.) Unfortunntely from the Belgion point of view
it was the United States understending that this formule, which had met with
the favour of most Delegations, would cubargo the compounds which the Belgian
Delogation wished to have freced.

8. 48 to the Belgien proposel for liberalising compounds to the saume
extent as alloys, the United States ad rever bea In Swour of the liberation of any
cobalt alloys. Becausc some Delegations did not regard 1635(b) as covering
cobalt alloys, but only alloy steels with o certain cobalt centent, the United
States Delegation head Proposed, as a compromise botwcen their own desircs and
those of some other delegations, the following definition for cobalt alloys:
"50% or nore cobalt, or 19% or morc cobalt angd 14% or morc chromium in COR~
bination". This should not be overlooked in the intorpretation of the Belgian
reference to "the freeing of alloys containing up to 50% cobalt": the United
States proposal would also cmbargo alloys conteining 19% cr more cobalt and
14% or nore chronium in combination. This was also true of the Unitod Kingdop
proposal, except thet the Upitcd Kingdon also proposed certain linitations (les
than 1% carben, or 3% or uore molybdenun) which nade the United Kingdon pro-
Posal unacceptaeble to the United States Delcgation.

e The FRENCH oxpert stated that the difficulties about waich the
Committee had just heard undoubtedly arose fron the lack of honogeneity between
the position of ores on the vne hand, which were citbargoced even if the cobalt.
content was small, and alloys on the other hend, which night be oxported up to

a 49% cobgli content, . Between .+t G, IW0, coppounds cccupicd an intermediary
positioﬁ1%£éﬁ%gﬁgigﬁégmﬁgdfgigzgﬁ&zafgﬁ@fh'ggégﬁion. Referring to the United

States Delegation's point that compiunds should be listed, the cxpert expressed
the opinion that this would complicate a situaticn which was already somewhat
confused. Even in the excellent list which had been subnitted by the United
States Delegation, there were cortain onissions - for example, formiotes,
hydrides, fluorides (wiich werc nevertholoss quite cormon), Whatever care
were token, any list would probably be incomplete. The expert reninded the
Committee that o sinilar problen hed arisen in the case of nolybdenun. This
had finally been solved to the gencral satisfaction by the setting of a
Percentage for the molybdenun elements, whethcr hydrated or not, which would
be cubargoed. The solution of the present problem uight lie along sinmilar
lines.

10. On January 30th the CHATHIAN asked the Belgian Delegation {(who
were the only Delegation objecting to the definition fop Tten 1720 (1648(a))
upon which the Committee had agreed previcusly) if they were now in a
position to formulate e definition nmeeting the points they had raised on

the previous day.
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11l. The UNITED KINGDOi Delegate stated that the United States Dele-
gotion had given him a list of verious cobalt compounds which indicated their
cobalt content and whether they would or would not be caught by the defini-
tion contemplated for the new Item 1720. On the previous day he had under—
stcod the Bolgien and Froneh cxports to say that it would be inadvisable to
draw up lists, cither of what would be cxeluded from the definition or of
whet it would cover. He shored the Chairmen's view thet it would be nost
helpful tc the Comuittec mud to ell its members if the Belgian Delegation
could produce a sinple definition of cobalt and cobalt conpounds which would
be defensible from their point of view - that iw to say, one which would
cover those cobalt compounds having strategic significance and would exclude
those with a predoninently civilien use.

12, The UNITED STLTES Delegate confirmed thet he had received from
Woshington the list to which the United Kingdom Delegate hed referred. He
had already handed copies to cert.in interested Delegations, cnd would be
gled to place the information et the digposal of all. He would therefore
hond o copy of the list to the Scereterist to be issued as an amnex to the
record of the current discussions.

(b) Alloys

13. The BELGIAN Dolegete stated thot the peint at igsue was the link
which they wished to cstablish between alloys and coupounds. On alloys,
there were two proposals: cne from tie United Kingdom end cne fron the United
Stotes. IFf the United Kingdon proposel were accepted, it would be very
difficult for the Belgion Delcgation to foruulate o proposal, as under that
proposal certein compounds containing as much os 80 or 90% of cobalt would be
free if they ccentained 2% of cerben. Under the United Stetcs proposal, the
aexinum cobalt content poriissible would be 4%. The Delegate said he would
be glad to hear the views ~f other Delegaticns on these alloys proposals.

14. The GERUMAN Delcgate soid that he had listened with great intercst
to the explanstions given by the Beclgian Delcgation on the previous day. In
his view, thet Delegation werc right: the quoestion was one of applying the
agreed criteria. As the proposals on glloys dic nut cover all cobalt~based
glloys but only some of them, it was penifest that the Committec had not
agreed to apply critericn (c) to cobalt, but cnly criterion (a). In othex
words, only alloys which had strategic irportance in thenselves werc covered -
the question of shortage was not taken into consideration. If this yordstick
was the one applied in the case of cobalt alloys, then it should be applied
equally where cobelt compounds werc concerned. When the United Kingdom Dele-
gate had referred to strategic conpounds, the Gernan Delegate hed understood
him to mean sny compounds waich in themselves had strategic implications. The
German Delegntc, however, was nov awore of the cxistence of any such compounds.
In his understmnding, where compounds were covered, this was sinply ond

solely because therc wight be a possibility of cxtracting cobaelt from them.
Thig was equivalent to covering them under criterion (¢). Thereforc, as
criterion (c) hod not been odopted with respect to cobalt, it would be

only logical to delcte 211 cobalt conpounds from otbargo. If any Delegation
proposed this, the German Delcgetion would accept it. The Delegate reminded
the Committee that at the outset of the List review, certain Delegations had
proposed that the whole of the cubalt iten should Le deleted.

15. The United States Delegate said that he, for cne, was not going
to suggest the delcetion of cobalt compounds. He roalised thot the Commitiee
hed néw reverted to s fundamental doncepiional difference, which -had existed fo:

CONPIDENTIAL
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long time ang unfortunately was not likely to be solved at the Present mecting.
The Delegate felt sure that othor Delegations recalised that, in the United
States view, cobalt met both eriterion (e) and criterion (c). He had been
instructed to make a statement in this connecction which dealt with the
question of alloys particularly. The United States authorities believed, on
the baesis of extremely rccent intelligence information, that the Sino-Soviect
Bloc had a cobalt deficiency which was critical in relation to the production
in peace time of modorn arms, ammunition and implements of war. Becausc cobalt
was essential to the producticn of high-temperaturc steel and other alloys
Prinarily used for militory purposes, it was the view of the United Statcs
authorities that cobalt met criterion (a2) and criterion (c). They agreed with
the contention expressed earlier by the United Kingdom Delegation that the
United Kingdom Propesed definition of cobalt elloys satisfactorily covercd
elloys having primarily nilitary applicationse. This did not, however, lead
the United States authorities to accept the United Kingdom proposal, because
the latter would not prevent the export of alloys with a cobalt content
sufficiently high to nake them a source of cobalt. It was true, as the United
Kingdon Delegation had stated at one point, that the logic of the United
States position uight require the enbargo of all cobalt alloys: it was equally
true that this would be the Uniteq Stetes preference. In & spirit of
compromise, howover, the Unitcd States Delegation had been willing to limit
the definition to alloys with primarily nmilitary application and those which
were feasible sources of cobaldb.

16. The BELGIAN expert steted that his Delegation were not in principle
opposed eithor to the United Kingdon or to the United States proposal on alloys
What they did wish 4o cnsure was thet, when one or the other had been eceepted,
a parellel cut-off should be applied in the casc of compounds; and, morec
specifically, thet the salts snd oxides referrcd to in the Belgien propesal
should receive equitable treatment. If it were considered that ell alloys
containing less than 50% of cobalt should be freed, then so should conpounds
with o eimilar percontege.  If o lower figure were sct for alloys, the Belgian
view was that parallel lower treatnent should be granted to compounds. Upon
cxanination of the United Kingdom proposals, which would free alloys with o
content of norc than 1% cerbon cven if the cobelt content were more than 50%,
it was clear that it would Do logitinate under this definition to export an
alloy having 80% of cobalt and l%% of ecarbon. Such on alloy, from the
strategic point of view, would DS of [reater valuc to the Bloc than an oxide
with s cobalt content of 75%k. If the Unitcd Kingdom proposal were accepted,
the Belgien Delegation would be obliged to maintain their request for the
freeing of all cobalt oxides and salts. If the Committee did not wish to go

so far in-freeing alloys, and sdopted the United States proposal, then the
Belgian Delegaticn could accept an equivalent neasure for cobalt compounds

and would esk that selts and oxidos having less than 50% cobalt content shoulad
be freed. It could not be clained that, from any point of vicw, cobalt saltg
were uwore strategic than ean alloy containing 50% of cobalts Some Delegations
held that recupcration from salts would be possible, even if unecononmice. But
it was possible, by means of a netallic adaptation, to adjust an alloy

having a 50% cobalt content at the outset so that finally it would heve g
higher cobalt content. Such & trensforuation was far nore difficult in the
case of a salt.

17. The CHATRLN appealed to Deleoations to nake up their ninds as
to whether they wished for & nore conscrvative or a more liberal definition
of cobalt 2lloys. In the cese of cobalt compounds, he pointed out, there
was no doubt that any new proposal adopted would roprosent o liberalisction
compered to the prosent coveraie. He asked that prowosals should be locienal
in this respect.

_ CONFIDENTIAL
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18. The FRENCH Delegate thanked the Chairmen and hoped that tho question
would boe oxamined from a practical point of view. 4s the Belgian Delogato
had said, end as the French expert would rcpeat, there was no nced for
the fear which had beon expressed that cobalt could bo oxtractod more
readily from compounds than from alloys. Tho French Delegation supportod
tho Belgian and Gormon Delegations in akking for parallel troatment for
alloys and compounds. This being said, the Delegate felt that some
Delegations were regarding cobalt as an olusive beast. This was not
Justificd. Ho referred to o highly-industrialiscd country not far from
the frontiers of Franco which had succceded in extracting from pyrites

100 tons of cobalt annuslly, a quantity which was adequate to moot

their domostic nocds. The French Dclogation considered thet this product,
necessary though it might be, was not indisponsable £or the maintenance

of sbrategic cquilibrium in the world.

19. The Fronch cxpert confirped that in the casc of both alloys and
compounds, it was simpls for a country having nogrooccupations regarding
cost to extract cobalt without much difficulty. A4s to the shortage
argument, reference had just been made to a country which had succeoaded
in obtaining cobalt from an unususl sourco. This proved that countrics
having no natural resources of cobalt might discovor it by treating
cortain ores having a small cobalt contont and not normally considored
in this connoxion. With a cut-off of 50% or more cobalt clemont -

which should be adopted both for alloys and for compounds - only five
compounds would be covered: oxides, chlorides, gulphides, fluorides and
hydrides. The last-named was strategic in itsclf. If, on the other hand,
tho figure were reduced to 304, therc were fifteon casy oand common con
binations, Carcfully as the United States list had beon compiled, it
still appoared therefore to bo imcompletc. A cut-off of 508 would give
a cleoar and preciso definktion,

20, Tho GERMAN Delegate felt that at this point it would be bottor to
leave compounds asido and to speak only of alloys. Thoe United States
had made a statcment on that subjoct and he wished once again to state
tho German point of view., At tho previous meeting, in a spirit of
compromise, he had made a proposal linking this item to nickel (Itom 1661)
and suggesting some "give and take". It sccmed that this provosal had
not ovoked an onthusiastic response from the United States Delcgation.

Ho could only rogrot therefore that in congequonce the Gorman Delegation
would bo unable to acccpt tho United States proposal on 1648(b) in its
present form. Hore too, however, they had re-exomined the matter and
thought it possible to find a compromise which would give partial
satisfaction to the United Statos Dologation and partial satisfaction

to thc United Kingdom Delegation, The dofinifions proposed by the
United Kingdom and the United States wore soparated into two parts:

(1) 50% or more cohalt (with an addition in the casc of
tho United Kingdom toxt)

(ii) 19% or more cobalt and 1% or more chromium in
combination (with or without addition).

If the Committec acceptcd the United Statcs arguments as to cobalt alloys
being a basis for the extraction of cobalt, it would secom logical %o
accept "50% or more cobalt" without apy addition. This, then, would
glvo some satisfaction to the United States Delogation. On the other
hend, tho Delegate eould not see tho nocessity, under the United Statos
argumonts, to cccopt the "19% cobalt/14% chromium" toxt without any
addition, bocause an alloy with, say, 25% cobalt and no chromium would
not then be coverod; and this 25% cobalt would certainly yiold moro
cobalt, if extracted, than the 19% alloy combined with chromium. If

the first part of the dofiniticn wore regarded as being covered by

CONFIDENTTAL
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criterion (c), the second part must be considered as being covered by critew
rion (a). 4s a definition covered by criterion (a) the United States had
recognised that it covered everytling which should be covered. For these
Teasons the German Delegation would be ready to accept for Item 1648(b) a
definition reading as follows:

(v) Cobalt-bearing alloys, containing
i) 50% or more cobalt; or
ii) 19% or more cobalt and 14% or more chromium and
less than 1% carbon or 3% or more molybdenum,

21, The German Delegate added that, as he had pointed out at the last
meetbing, if the Committee failed to reach agreement as to cobalt alloys, on

a strictly legal basis no cobalt alloys would be covered. The present defi-
nition of cobalt did not refer to elloys. 4s 46 Item 1635, it had repeatedly
been confirmed in the Committee that most Delegations had always considered,
and continued to consider, that this covered alloy steels only, The German
Delegation themselves had stressed this point two or three years ago and had
proved that the historical development of the item showed clearly that it had
only been intended to cover alloy steels, This had been repeated some weeks
ago by ir. Homan of the United Kingdom Delegation.

22. The NETHERLANDS Delegate said that, in view of the statements
which had been made in the courge of the last two days, he wished to clarify
his Government!'s positions They had Previously been in favour of freeings
cobalt compounds, but they could now support the Belgisn proposal for a
parallel cut-off of 50%, applied both to alloys and to compounds.

23, The UNITED STATES Delcgate said thet he would reply first to his
German colleague's last remarks as to the status of cobalt alloys if no
agrecment were reached. He roalised that thore was a difference of inter-
pretation as to what cobalt alloys were really covered in the Lists. At g
recent meeting he had asked his Germen colleaguc whether it was not correct
that in actusl practice in Germany cobalt alloys werc embargocd at lcast

for & content of 6% or above (as cvidenced by the Goerman spplication of the
IC/DV Procedurc to cobalt alloys) and he believed the enswer had been that in
actual practice the Germen authoritics controlled cobalt alloyss The Unitcd
States Delegation would be most interested to learn the actual practice in the
verious participeting countri.es. He hed put the same question informally to
the United Kingdom Delogation, but hed not yet had a reply.

24. The GEREAN Delegoete said that it wes not quite coirect to state
thet in German vractice all cobelt alloysg conteining 6% of cobalt were covered:
what were covered were stecl elloys containing 6% of cobalt, and all cobal tw
based alloys in which cobalt was the major constitucnt.

25. The UNITED KINGDOL Delegate seid thet he entirely sharcd the view
of the Germen Delegeoto (and meny others) in taking the heading of Item 1635

to mean alloy steels. He would speak to that point when the Committee begen

to discuss Item 1635. A4s to the question of cobalt 2llpys, the position was
that Item 1635(b) covercd alloy stecls vith 2 6% cobalt content, end that

there was no other heading in the Lists under which cobalt alloys were covered.
The United Kingdom Bxport Control Order would not include a new item for
control before the definition of an embargo itcem had been agreed by the
Committce,
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26, The CHATRIAN said that his doubts as to the lack of uniformity

were thus confirmed. It was therefore highly important that the Committee
should reach cgreement at the carliest possible moment. The Germen Dele-
gate had submitted & proposel sepeorating the United States and United King=
dom proposals. This would cnable the Committce to agrec an exact percontage,
which would then be teken up in the case of compounds also. He recommended
that this definition should be submitted to Governments.

27 The Chairman summeriscd the situstion in the following tcrms.
In the case of alloys presenting only a possibility of being used for war-
like purposes - thot is to say, by mecans of the extraction of cobalt - the
United States Delegation would be satisficd with a 50% cut-off. Some
special alloys, however, were in themsclves useful for war purposes and
were also in short supply in the Bloc. Some Declegations considered that
they should be completely embargoed. As to compounds, it seemed that none
of these was in itself a useful material for warlike purposes, but they
were sometimes of value from the point of view of the possibility of extrace-
ting cobalt. The percentage cut-off epplied in the case of zlloys might be
acceptable for compounds only in se far as concerncd thot extraction possi-
bility.

28, The UNITED STATES Delcgate seid thet he would now introduce a
complication which might, paradoxically, gimplify matters. 4s Delegations
were aware, the United States hod proposed an vibargo on any scrap heving a
cobalt content of 6% or more. The Delegete hed noted with satisfection

(cven gratitude) thet, in the nationel control lists which the Germen au-
thorities were agbout to issue, there would appear the definition of cobalt
alloys which had been proposed by the United Stotes Delegation. The Deleogote
realised thot this was e Vtemporary measure only and would not be maintained
by the German authorities indcfinitely unlecss the Committec adopted it. He
was nevertheless emboldened by this circumstance to lay the following pro-—
posal before the Committec. "What hec had to suggest was that the Committee
should accept the United States proposal on cobalt-based alloys (50% or more
cobalt or 19% or more cobalt and 145 or wore chromium in combination). This
proposal was made in the knowledge that no onc would wish to frustrate the
control exercised - ot least for the time being - by the German suthoritics
and that certainly no one desired to toke adventege of the German Delegation's
good faith, and in the hope of making the current German practice permanent
for all member countrics. On that basis, the United States Delegation could
accept the following definition for cobalt scrap:

(¢) Serap forms of tho metal and alloys listed above.
\
(This text for scrap was what' the United Kingdom had alrcady proposed, as
set out on pege 5 of COCOM Document 3016.00/4.)

29. The GERIAN Delcgatc said that he could not accept this proposal.

30, The BELGIAN Delegeato said thet it was difficult to link scrap ond
elloys. In Belgium scrap was considercd o8 raw matceriel, like ores end
concentrates. His Delegation could not agree to free scrap containing o
certain percentage of cobalt. The solution was not to link scrap with
alloys, but simply to consider the proposals subnmitted concerning zlloys.

The Belgian Delegation werc not opposed to either proposal. But it woulad
help them in regard to compounds -~ if the United States proposal on elloys
were accepted = if the Comnittee would ogree to a Belgien proposal for an
embargo on all compounds containing iore than 50% cobalt. The dufinition
should refer to compounds as they cxist on the nerket, without any distinction
as between anhydrous end hydrated. Everything would depend, however, on the
resgponse to the United States, German end Unitéd Kingdon proposals.
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31. In response to the Chairman's reguest for comments on the
original United States proposal, the UNITED KINGDOM Delegation continued
to support - their own proposal.

32. The CHAIRMAN next askcd for Delegctions' positions on the United
Kingdon proposal as set out on page 2 of COCOM Document Sub~C(58) 8.

33. The NETHERLANDS Delegotion took up the same position as the
Belgien Delegaticn.

34. The ITALIAN Delegation stabted that they could not give a final
reply at the present stege.

35 _ The CAHADIAN Delcgation csked to be added to the list of
countries supporting the United Kingdom proposal.

36. The CHAIRMAN pointed cut that the United Kingdom proposal on
alloys was not acceptoble to the United Stotes Delegation end weuld raise
some problems ag rugards compounds. There still remained om the floor the
comprorise proposal put forwerd that day by the German Delegation. He asked
whe ther all Delegations were prepered to trensmit this to their Governments.

37 4All Delegations agrecd to refer the German proposal to their
Governments.
38. The UNITED STATES Delegate, roumearking that his Delegation were

prepared to do their uimost to find & solution acceptable to all, and re-
gretting thot his last suggestion had not provided this, put forwerd another
proposal: to accept the German compromise text between the United Kingdon
and United States proposals, coupled with the following definition to be
placed on the Watch List:

"Cobalt alloys Nee.s., containing 19% or more cobalt and
14% or wore chrouiun in combination, and scrap thereof.”

This wes presented on the basis (recogniscd, he believed, by the Germaun
proposal) thet it would be unfortunate to free cobolt clloys containing 5Qﬁ
or more cobalt nerely because the carbon content was 1% or above.

39. The GERMAN Delegate expressed gratitude to the United States
Delegaticn for their prompt demonstraticn of readiness to compronisc. He
considered that this latest move by that Delegotion might facilitate the
finding of & solution regerding scrap. The Germen position on scrap was
very closc %o the Belgian point of views they considercd it should be
treated in the same way as raw wateriels, that is to say, oll cobalt-based
scrap should be totolly enbargoed. In foct, this was the situation in the
German netional control list.

40. The CHJIRMAN summed up the new situetion as follows:

1. On Iten 1648(b) Delogations had undertaken to submit to
Governments for epproval the German proposal which embodicd
a compromise between the United Kingdon and United States
eorlier proposals. The United States Delegation had already
signified their egprovel, on condition that the Committee
would accept the definition for the Waetch List which thoy
had just submitted (sce paragraph 38 above).

2. 4s to Item 1720 (1648(d)) the Belgisn Delegation had pro-
posed to enbargo compounds containing SQ% or more cobalte
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3, On the quostion of screp - Item 1648(c) - the United States
had supported the United Kingdom position in submitting tho
text “Scrap forms of the motal and alloys listed above!

(See peragraph 28 above and paragraph 45 bolow). The Germeon
Delegation preferrcd tho following wording: "Cobalt netal
scrap and cobalt-based alloy scrap”.

41. Tho BELGIAN cxpert explained his previous remarks to the cffect
thet in Belgium scrap was regerded as being a raw material: he had neant to
refer to the fact thot scrap wes a scurce from which the Soviet Bloc would

be sble to extrect cobaelt end thus it would help them to build up a refinery
industry. The Belgian mthoritics wished to avoid allowing the Bloc a supply
of Tow nateriale in eny form. Thoy desired to export finished products only
end wore snxious to be in & position to cut off ell supplies in the event of
eny threat of hostilities.

42. Tho CHATRUAN concluded his sunming-up with the indication that the
Belgian Delegation proposed en cibargo on all scrap containing cobalt, whether
netal or alloy. ‘

43. The GERWAN Delegate said thaet he would withdraw his suggestion
and would support the United Kingdon and United States position (scc para-
graph 28 gbove). Referring to the Belgian position, he repeated what he had
elready stated in the Coumittec on heny previous cccoslons. The Committee
hnd decided to delete from the Tnternational Lists all iron and stecl scrap.
The Bolgien proposal would uecen re~introducing iron and stecl scrap if any
cobolt was contained thorein. He drow the attontion of the Belgian Dole-
gation to the fact thot Belgium, like Germeny, wos not allowed to export any
iron and stocl scrap to ony countrics other tinen those of tho E.C.S5.C.

A4 The UNITED STLTES Delegate pointed out that when he had proposed
"Sorep forms of the metal ond elloys 1isted shove" it had been in connection
with the first compromise proposal he had nade on cobalt alloys (see peragreoph
28 sbove); as that proposal hed not boen accepteble to the Committee, he had
proposed, a8 a last resort, to accept the Germen compromise proposal on cobalt
alloys, coupled with & proposed Woteh List cefinition for cobalt alloys and
scrap thercof, without meking eany proposal to altcr the current scrap coverage
of Iten 1648. He could hcartily accept : the broedest possible cobalt
scrap cibargo.

45. The UNITED KINGDOM Delcgete ropeated that the United Kingdon
authorities considered cobelt scrap to mean only secrap which conteined cobalt
as the najor constituent. The United Kingdom authorities would not accept any
proposal that scrop should be enbargoed simply becausc it contained cobalte
ia the Germon Delcgete hed pointed out, this would reintroduce an iten
already deleted from the Intcrnational Lists.

46, The BELGIAN Delcgate seaid that his Dolegation had no wish to
be obstructive, end would rcport back to their Government the remarks they
had just hcard on the subjcct of iron and steel scrap. He asked whether a
percentage had been fixed in thet comncexilon.

47. The GERMAN Delegate replied that, fron the Cocrdinating Committee
point of view, what was frec was nmatorial containing iron a8 the major
constituent. In response to a query fron his Belgian colleague as to sorep
heving a 49% cobalt basis, the Germon Delegate roplied that in practice such
gcrap did not cxist, but that a1l scrap with o high percentage of cobalt would
be covered by the definition of cobalt clloys. #hat would not be covercd
would be iron and steel scrap containing 5 or 10 or at the nost 1%k of cobalte
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48. The CANADIAN Delcgate said that the position of the Canadian

outhoritics wes similar to that vwhich had just beon cxplained by the United
Kingdom Delegote. They were willing to support moasures to embarge scrap
and nlloys where cobalt was the major constituent, but they were not pre-
parcd to embargo nickel or other alloys in which therc happened also 1o

be an insignificant quantity of cobalt.

49, The BEIGIAN Delogate stated that they did not wish to suggest
that the Committee should go back on previous agreements as to iron eand steel
scraps His authorities were not prepared, however, to cxport cobalt scrap

or cobalt alloy scrap, and considered that these should be embargoed.

50 The FRENCH Delegato suggested the following wording:

"Oobalt-bearing scrap; cxeluding iron and stcel scrap
conteining insignificant quantitics of cobalt (os
defined in Item 1635(b))".

51, The GERMAN Delegate said that heo would be unable to accept under
the heading "Cobalt" any definition covering anything less than what was
covered under that heading in the Germon Custons Teriff.

5. The UNITED STAPES Delegete stated that, if the Comnittes agrced
to the Germen proposcl for Item 1648(b) and to the United States Watch List
definition for cobelt ealloys and screp, his Delegation would be prepared to
change their peosition in the following nanncr:

1. For ccbalt scerap enberso (under Item 1648) they would
accept the wording "Screop of the metal and alloys
covercd above's

2. TFor Iten 1635 they would nccept the heading "Llloy steels's

3. Under Iten 1635 they would wish to add a new sub-item to
cover scrap forms of all of the olloys embergoced by that
Iten.

53, The CHAIRuAN stated that the Committee hed now reached almost
unaninous agreement on the United Kingdon proposal concerning scrap. There
still remained a counter-proposal submitted by the Belgian Delegation. He
asked that Delcgetion to make en effort at the next mecting to join the
majoritys He asked other Delegations to c¢ndeavour to work out sone neans
of neeting the Belgien difficulties.

544 It was LGREED that this discussion should be rcsﬁmed on the 12th
Februery.
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White Alloys

55 The UNITED STATES Delcgate said he had been instructed to enquire
what would be the situation of the cobalt products known as "White 4Alloys".
Should a reference be inserted in Iten 1648 or in Interpretative Note No. 6 7

56, The FRENCH expert explained that such products would not in any
event be exported behind the Iron Curtain from Frence. Fron a purely thco-—
retical point of view, however, he pointed out thet they would not be covered
by the definition proposed for cobalt alloys, which had a 50% linit; the highes
cobalt content of white alloys was 45b.

57. The UNITED STALTES Delegate asked whether they would be caught
by the other pert of the definition: 19% or more cobalt and 14% or nore
chromiunm end less than 1% cerbon or 3% or nore molyblenurl.

58 The BELGIAN expert replied that in that case they would be Red
Allcys, which coentained less cobalt than white alloys, but nore copper. White
alloys also contained copper, enl an insignificant quantity of iron, but had
over 40% of cobalt. The Belgion suthorities would not ellow the export of
elither red alloys or white clloys.

59. The G RiAN Delegate asked whether the Belpgian customs authoritics
congidered red alloys as raw material.

60, The BELGIAN cxpert replied in the affirnative.

6. The GERMAN Delcegate proposed in ceonsequence that an eddition

should be uade to Iten 1648(e): Raw nmoterisls, to the following cffects
"including White Alloys and Red Alloys".

62. Tho UNITED STLTES Delegate cunsidercd that this would be a
satisfactory sclution,

63, It was AGEEED thet views on this matter would be heard on the
12th February.

Nickel: Item 1661(b)

64. The UNITED STATES Delegeate stated that his authoritics welconed
the sypirit of the proposal by the United Kingdon Delegation set out in COCQM
Docunent 3016.00/4 but were unable to accept it hecause it failed to enbargo
certain very inportant nickel alloys used in the production of extrenmcly
strategic militery eguipnent, such as jet engines and rotor blades.

65. The GERuaN Delcpgate said that he could but repeat the regrets he
hed expresséd at the previous neeting as to the inebility of the United Sfates
Delegation to fall in with this scluticn. He also repeated his question

whe ther the United Statces Delegation could put forward another proposal

which would oxclude from the definition r.sistance wires, noncl motal and
ginilor products.

66. The UWITED STLTES Delegate said that he hed already forwarded this
query to Washington and thoat the United States experts werc continuing to
study it; they were, however, sotisficd with the current definition of this
sub-iten.

67, The GLERMAN Dolegate stoted that the German authorities hed rceceived
on application for a licence to cxport welding rods containing 66% of nickel,
33% of copper end 1% of iron; thesc were not strategic, but they were covered
by the present definition.
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68. The UNITED KINGDOM Delegate eddressed himself to some of the

alloys specifically nentioncd by the United States Delegation when this matter
had last been discussed (as sct out wn rage 3 of COCOM Docunent No. 5416,00/l)q
In respcct of three of the alloys naned, his Delegation had coimented pre-—-
viously: these were Hastelloy D, Imconcl ond Hastelloy Z. He now wished to
offer the following comments on sonc otherg. NA 22 H was a nickel-tungsten—
chroniun alloy and could be regarded as an unsuccessful internediate alloy
situated betwecn ordinery nickel steels and +the high-nickel alloys. Incolloy
had proved difficult of identification, and the Delegate said he would be
grateful for any further infornation which the United States Delegation

night be sble to give. 4s o Nironic D.5 and Niwonic 75, in the view of the
United Kingdom auwthoritics both of these were commereial alloys of no
significance. Ninonic 75 had been replaced by Nimoniec 80 and Nimonic 90 and
its position was alpnost identical with that of a widely used commercial alloy
called Brightrey.

69. The GERAN Delegate asked his United States colleague, with
reference to the newing by the Unitcs States Delegation of s number of

alloys which would not be covered by the United Kingdonm proposal, whether the
United States Delegation would be ready to agree to cxceptions from their
definition if these exceptions did not concern eny of these alloys as naned
by then.

70 The UNITED STATES Delegate undertook to obtain an answer to this
question, which, he assumed, concerncd requests to the Comnittec involving
exceptional cxports.

T1. The GERMAN Delegate, on o bersonal basis, expressed the view

that the Gernan Government would be able to accept the United Statos proposal
if the United States Delogation underteok net to raise any objections to
exceptions reguests concerning elloys not covered by the United Kingdon
proposal end not auong those which had been named by the United Stotes Delom
cation,

T2. The CHAIRMAN asked whether this constructive suggestion would
mect the concern of the United S, ates suthoritics and, if so, whether they
could, on this understending, joIn the najority.

3. The UNITES ST.TES Delegate stated that his Delegation would of
course always be willing to consider cxceptions when it could be shown that
the export involved was not inportent encugh to justify denial. They would
equally give cereful study to the specific personal suggesticn nade by the
Gerrian Delcgete. The Delegete pointed out that beth in Working Paper 29 and
in his own comments on the United Kingden compronisc proposal set out on naste
7 of COCOM Docunent No. 3016.00/4 only exauplcs had been given, not a full
listing. His Uolegotion would gsk their authoritics to study the advisabi-
lity of drawing up a conplete list.

T4 The CHAIRUAN suggested that, alternatively, the Committec night
request the Gornman Delegate to draw up o positive list of the products which
the Committee would egree to be accept ble for cxport.

75 The GERMLN Delcgate cxpressed the view that this would be much
nore difficult.

76. The CHAIRWMAN asked whether the Committee could hope to rcceive
a counter-proposal from the United Stotes Delegaticn.
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TT4 The UNITED STATES Delegote stoted that all these natters consti-

tuted the najor preoccupation of many cfficials in Washington, but that he
had received no indication so far that they would wish to submit a proposal
to substitute another text for that vhich wes currently in force.

T8 The CHAIRILN suggested that attention might be concentrated on

the question of lists. In the absence of a complete list, the Committec had
nevertheless heen given sone negative ond sone positive indications. In the
intervel between the present discussion and the next, he proposed that efforts
should be mede to add to these two lists. It might be possible then to reach’
an understanding st least as far es concerned products which did not caume
concern in Weshington.

79. It was AGREED that discussion on Item 1661(b) would be resumed
on the 12th February.

Iten 1661(c)

80, The CANADIAN Delegate stated that his authorities had studied

the United States statement set out in COCOM Document 5416.00/1. They had
instructed hin to say they had not secn any covidence theat scrap forms of
nickel zlloys were being used by the Soviet Bloc for the purpose suggested
by the United 8tates Delegation, &l though they egreed that the reconstitution
of alloys was metallurgiceally fcasible. They considered that nickel-based
alloys were unimportant strategically zs slloys eand that their only use to
the Bloc would be as o source of niclel metal, wiich was not embargocd. If it
could be shown that the Soviet Bloc was reconatituting alloys fron scrap
rather than using scrap forms as a source of nickel netal, the Canadian
authorities would be prepared to agrec to the proposed definition.

8l. The UNITED STATES Delegate pointed out that whaot the Soviet

Bloc did with the scrap hed not formed part of the original question put to
him by the Canadian Delecgate. Although the United States Delegation¥had, he
believed, accepted the answer, the United States Delogation were now inforned
that there were really two questions, the second being & query as to whether
the Soviet Bloc really did what the United States said cculd be done. The
Delegation had no specific intellipence information on this point, but they
would deduce from the Soviet Bloc shortage of nickel and nickel alloys that
the bloc would be very likely to use scrap for the reconstitution of alloys.
If he could supply the Cenadian Delegation with further intellipgence infor-
uation, he would do so. In the meantine, the words "in eny form" were still
in the definition of Item 1661(b), and to the United States Delegation that
vhrase continucd to meen that scrap was cubargoed.

82. The CLN.DIAN Delegate, referring to the words "in any form",
stated that he had reported the United States point of view to his authori-
ties. He bLelieved that there was a difference of interpretation in this

connexion.
83, It was AGREED that discussion on Item 1661(c) would be resuned
cn 12th February.
Iten 1635
84, The UNITED STATES Delcgate stated that if the proposal made that

day by the Germem Delegetion regarding the cobalt alloys to be defined at
Iten 1648(b) and the Uhited States proposal for a corresponding Watch List
iten wore acceptoble to the Committec, the United States Delegation would be

»*
* had answered the question put to them, ani the Canadian Delegation
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oble to remove their reservation and agree that Item 1635 should refer to
&lloy steels. (Sce paracraphs 20, 38 and 52 sbove).

85, The Delegate said that his euthorities wished him to proposed that
under Item 1635 there should be included scrap forms of the products cowered
theres If the definition were limited to alloy steels, the embargo coverage
would be snell, and the United States authorities felt that coverage of scrap
forms there would be consistent with the status of other metals. The
Delegate added that he wes not insisting on answers at the present meeting

on this new proposal, although he hoped the Cormittee could readily agrec now;
at least with regsrd to scrap forms of Itenm 1635(b); he would be glad to
revert to the matter at the Comuitteo'!s convenilence.

86 The GERMAN Delegate said that his authoritics would study the
United States proposal. He wighed however to repeat what had been the
position of his Government throughout the whole of the List review: they
were nojf willing to bring back under cmbargo iron and steel scrap. The United
Kingdom Delegate asgroed.

87 The CHATRMAN raised the guestion of the words "containing 50%

or more iron' which the Suu-Committee on Lists had proposed for insertion

in the definition of Itemn 1635.

88, The UNITED STATES Delegate pointed out that during the previous
discussion the Germen Delegate had suggested that this be omitted; that wasm
agreecable to the United States Delcgabion.

89, The CHAIRMAN fcelt that he could now confidently ask Delegations

to be prepared at the next discussicn to conplete the scries of agrecuments

on this iten by accepting the solution proposed by the United States Delegate.
If, however, unanimity were not reached, he asked Doclegates to he ready to
declare officially their authoritics! interpretation at tho present tinme of
the coverage of cobalt alloys and of Iten 1635, This would be essential if
uniforuity of control were to be naintainecd.

90. It was AGREED thet discussion on Iten 1635 would be resumed on
the 12th February.
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